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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P321-1

P321-2

P321-3

2006/P321

P321-1
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential damage to
proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault lines.
Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic
hazards. If the FSRU were to become unmoored, the patrolling
tugboats would be used to hold it in place. Section 4.3.1.4
addresses this topic. Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk
Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information on public safety
impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates
that the maximum impact distance of an accident would involve a
vapor cloud dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from
the FSRU. The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01
nautical miles (13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of
an accident involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the
FSRU would extend no closer than 5.7 nautical distance (6.5 miles)
from the shoreline. Section 4.2.8 addresses public safety
associated with the pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 discusses the
estimated risk of Project pipeline incidents.

P321-2
Sections 1.2.5 and 1.3 address the importation of natural gas from
Australia. Section 1.3 also addresses the jurisdiction of LNG
carriers crossing the Pacific Ocean.

P321-3
Methane (LNG or natural gas) is not included on the June 9, 2006,
Proposition 65 list of chemicals known to the State to cause cancer
or reproductive toxicity (see Sections 4.2.7.1, 4.2.8.1, and 4.12.2).



P457-1

P457-2

P457-3

2006/P457

P457-1
The Mandalay Shores residential community is located near the
Reliant Energy Mandalay Generating Station, which is analyzed in
this document as an alternative shore crossing location for the
Santa Barbara Channel/Mandalay Shore Crossing/Gonzales Road
Pipeline. The proposed Project pipeline would come ashore and
extend under Ormond Beach and terminate at the Reliant Energy
Ormond Beach Generating Station.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P457-2
Section 4.2.8 contains information on safety requirements for
pipelines. Section 4.13.1 discusses the proximity of the proposed
pipeline routes to residences and schools. Figure 4.13-3 shows the
general plan and zoning designations for this alternative. Section
4.13.5.2 contains additional information on land uses in this area.

P457-3
Section 1.1 discusses regulations and agencies involved in the
licensing and potential approval of the proposed Project. The
USCG and MARAD will hold a final public hearing on the license
with a 45-day comment period before the Federal Record of
Decision is issued. The CSLC also will hold a hearing to certify the
EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. Section 1.5
contains additional information regarding public notification and
opportunities for public comment.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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V229-1

2006/V229

V229-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



P478-1

P478-2

P478-3

P478-4

P478-5

2006/P478

P478-1
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential damage to
proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault lines.
Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic
hazards.

P478-2
The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.

The proposed Project would not be expected to affect the overall
health of the coastal ecosystem. Section 4.1.1 reflects the results of
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's recent
biogeographic assessment conducted in conjunction with the
development of a revised management plan for the Channel
Islands National Marine Sanctuary.

P478-3
Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential impacts associated
with the increased vessel traffic due to the proposed Project and
mitigation measures to address such impacts.

P478-4
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P478-5
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



P383-1

P383-2
P383-3

P383-4

P383-5

P383-6

P383-7

2006/P383

P383-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P383-2
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1)
defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

Impact PS-2 in Section 4.2.7.6 contains information on a potential
release of LNG due to a high-energy marine collision or intentional
attack. AM PS-2a, AM PS-1a, AM PS-1b, AM PS-1c, AM PS-1d,
AM MT-3a, AM MT-3b, AM MT-3c, AM MT-3d, and AM MT-3e are
measures the Applicant has incorporated into the proposed Project.
MM PS-1e, MM PS-1f, MM PS-1g, MM MT-3f, and MM MT-3g are
mitigation measures that have been proposed to address this
potential impact.

P383-3
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential damage to
proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault lines.
Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic
hazards.

P383-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 contain



a revised discussion of Project emissions and proposed control
measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health effects attributed to
air pollutants and includes revised impacts and mitigation
measures.

P383-5
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. A closed loop tempered water system would replace the
seawater cooling system. Section 2.2.2.4 contains a description of
the proposed uptakes and water uses for the FSRU. Section 4.7.4
discusses uptake volumes and potential impacts of seawater
uptake and discharge, including those on ichthyoplankton from
intake of seawater, and those on water quality and the marine
environment from thermal discharges of cooling water. Table 4.18-8
lists major Federal, State, and local laws and regulations related to
water quality and sediments that the Applicant would be required to
follow, including the applicability of the Thermal Plan. Appendix H1
is the Cabrillo Port Ichthyoplankton Impact Analysis, which includes
both literature results and data from California Cooperative Oceanic
Fisheries Investigations (CalCOFI) surveys. CalCOFI surveys have
been consistently collected over a period of time and are the best
data available.

Table 2.1-2 provides the distances between the FSRU and points
of interest, including the Channel Islands National Marine
Sanctuary (CINMS). At approximately 12.61 nautical miles (14.5
miles) away, the closed loop tempered water system is not
expected to have a thermal effect on the CINMS.

Section 2.2.2.6 of the Revised Draft EIR, under "Wastewater
Treatment and Discharge," contains information on the amount of
gray water that would be discharged. Gray water would be
discharged from the FSRU in accordance with a facility-specific
NPDES permit issued by the USEPA.

Section 2.1 contains information on the regulations that the LNG
carriers must meet under Vessel Standards Certificates of Class
including the International Convention for the Prevention of
Pollution from Ships. Section 4.18.2 contains information on the
regulations with which BHPB would comply to treat, discharge,
and/or dispose of wastes and wastewaters. Section 4.18.4 contains
additional information on this topic.

Impact BioMar-6 in Section 4.7.4 addresses marine biological
impacts resulting from FSRU and LNG carrier spills; Impact
BioMar-7 addresses sewage spills. Section 4.18.4 addresses

2006/P383



impacts on water quality resulting from such spills or releases.
Section 4.3.4 addresses Project impacts on maritime traffic;
Impacts BioMar-3 and BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 address potential
noise impacts on fish and marine mammals; Section 4.6.4
addresses air quality impacts; and Section 4.7.4 addresses
terrestrial biological impacts.

P383-6
Section 4.15.4 contains information on potential impacts on
recreational activities. The FSRU is not located in or near any park
or recreational area. The boundary of the Channel Islands National
Park is more than 17 NM away at its closest point on Anacapa
Island. Table 2.1-2 contains additional information on distances
from the FSRU to points-of-interests and the potential expansion of
the CINMS. The Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
is more than 12 NM away from the FSRU, as are all other State
parks and recreations areas. The only recreational facility crossed
by the proposed onshore pipelines is the multi-use trail along the
South Fork Santa Clara River in Santa Clarita, which would be
temporarily affected during construction but restored afterwards.
Appendix F contains additional view simulations from recreation
areas.

P383-7
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, and 4.10.1.3 contain information on the
need for natural gas, the role of foreign energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address
conservation and renewable energy sources, within the context of
the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report
and other State and Federal energy reports, as alternatives to
replace additional supplies of natural gas.

2006/P383



P383-8
P383-9

2006/P383

P383-8
The EIS/EIR contains substantial mitigation to avoid or reduce
potential significant impacts to a level below significance criteria.

The EIS/EIR identifies and assigns significance to all levels of
impacts as required by NEPA. The EIS/EIR also identifies
unavoidable significant (Class I) impacts. The Administrator of
MARAD under the authority of the Deepwater Port Act, the
California State Lands Commission, and the Governor of California
have to balance the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable
environmental risks. In accordance with section 15093 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, the CSLC would have to make a Statement of
Overriding Considerations addressing Class I impacts prior to
approval of the proposed pipeline lease application.

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.

P383-9
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.
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P319-2
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P319-1
Thank you for the information.

P319-2
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 contains revised information on
noise impacts on marine mammals. Section 4.20.3.7 contain
revised information on cumulative noise impacts on marine
mammals.



V207-1

2006/V207

V207-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Bruce Kaufman [bkaufman@charter.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2006 8:13 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG 
 
 
This is to notify you that I am opposed to an LNG station off our coast here in Malibu. 
VOTE NO. 
Bruce Kaufman 

V041-1

2006/V041

V041-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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2006/G200

G200-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G200-2
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
air and water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's
potential effects to the marine and terrestrial environments. Section
4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety risks.

G200-3
Sections 5.2 and 5.3 discuss this topic.

G200-4
Section 4.6.4 contains information on potential air quality impacts
and mitigation measures to address such impacts. Figure 2.2-1
shows the height of structures above the loaded waterline, which is
also discussed in Section 4.4.1.1.

G200-5
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas.

G200-6
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.

G200-7
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential damage to
proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault lines.
Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic
hazards.



>>> <Pal33217@aol.com> 05/04/2006 2:28 PM >>> 
 
I am writing you to ask you to reject the proposal by BHP Billiton to build a terminal 
off the coast of California.  
Recently, we have been watching  the gray whales swimming close to the 
 
shoreline feeding off the reef that is  very near to the proposed site of this terminal.  
My fear is that building  this will have an imitable effect on the marine life in these 
waters. I  also fear that residents in the area will also be put at risk in the event of a 
spill, leak, explosion, vapor cloud or other such incident.   
Please 
don't let the beauty of this part of the California coast be destroyed by building a 14 
story, toxic spewing factory.  This plan is an environmental  time bomb.  Please 
reject this proposal. 
Carol Gable 

P038-1
P038-2

P038-3

P038-4

2006/P038

P038-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P038-2
Figure 4.7-1 and Section 4.7.1.5 discuss whales and their migration
routes. BioMar-5, BioMar-8, and BioMar-9 in Section 4.7.4 address
impacts and present mitigation measures to minimize impacts on
whales. Section 4.7.4 also addresses impacts on other marine
biological resources.

P038-3
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

P038-4
Section 4.4 contains information on the visual aspects of the
Project, potential impacts, and measures to address such impacts.
See Impact AES-1 in Section 4.4.4, which states, "[t]he FSRU
would appear similar in shape to commercial vessels that are
frequently seen in the Project area." Table 4.3-1 contains
information on the numbers and representative sizes of vessels that
are commonly found in the proposed Project area, and Appendix F
contains additional simulations.



P306-1
P306-2

P306-3

P306-4
P306-5

P306-6
P306-7

P306-8

2006/P306

P306-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P306-2
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
air and water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's
potential effects on the marine and terrestrial environments.

P306-3
Section 4.7.1.5 discusses whales in the Project area, and Impacts
BioMar-4 and BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 discuss potential impacts
to marine mammals. Section 4.7.4 discusses potential impacts to
marine life.

P306-4
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

P306-5
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential damage to
proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault lines.
Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic
hazards.

P306-6
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.

P306-7
Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 contains information on Project
lighting impacts on marine life.

P306-8
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on the visual



resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas. Figure 2.2-1 shows the
height of structures above the loaded waterline, which is also
discussed in Section 4.4.1.1.

2006/P306



From: Hilary Kern [hilarykern@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 24, 2006 2:14 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Opposed to LNG 
 
Dear Mr. Sanders, 
 
I am writing you on behalf of my deep concern for the health of our people in 
regards to the Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas Project.  
 
I am deeply concerned and scared by the longterm and short-term impacts that this 
project would incure.  The emittance of Carbon Dioxide and other greenhouse 
gasses, the increase in air and water pollution (over 270 tons of smog-producing air 
pollution per year), the high risks of accidental explosions, the proximity of the 
building to seismically active earthquake areas, and the degrading of the ocean 
water quality, are all very serious matters that are not worth risking. 
  
 
I urge you to make decisions that secure a safe and healthy life for all of us and our 
future generations.   
 
Expanding our use of climate-safe renewable energy sources like wind, solar, 
geothermal and biomass to levels already mandated by California state law would 
provide more than enough energy to meet projected demand!!!   
 
With this evidant information it seems obvious what the safe, intelligent, and 
sustainable actions are to secure a thriving life for our citizens.  Thank you for your 
time and your service to our state. 
 
Best Wishes, 
Hilary Kern 
1140 Napoli Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
 
 
 

V026-1

V026-2

V026-3
V026-4

V026-5

2006/V026

V026-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

V026-2
Section 4.6.4 contains information about impacts of the proposed
Project on air quality and mitigation that would be implemented.
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases. Section 4.18.4 discusses impacts
on water quality.

V026-3
Section 4.2 and Appendix C discuss public safety risks. Section
4.11 discusses earthquakes and geologic risks.

V026-4
Section 4.18.4 discusses impacts to water quality.

V026-5
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address
conservation and renewable energy sources, within the context of
the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report
and other State and Federal energy reports, as alternatives to
replace additional supplies of natural gas.



From: Brian Kessler [briankessler100@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 1:44 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: No LNG 
 
 
I have been reading much about LNG and development in Africa by Mobil-Exxon. Please 
keep this off our coasts, we have to deal with existing fuels before openning the flood gate 
to more pollution. And no, I do not want cleaner fuels that require so much cooling and 
heating just to delivery the product., 
  
Brian Kessler 
Los Angeles, CA 

P068-1

2006/P068

P068-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Heikki Ketola [heka@ketola.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 4:16 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Comments to Cabrillo DEIR 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I have been a resident of Malibu for some 12 years or so.  The Cabrillo Port project 
will affect my life and my property values, and I object to SLC granting any permits 
to Cabrillo Port project because even the revised DEIR does not adequately address 
the impact Cabrillo Port would have in the Los Angeles Air Basin.  It does not just 
affect the 13,500 people residing in Malibu but also the approximately 15-17 million 
visitors to Malibu every year (source: LA County Beaches and Harbor Dept). 
 
The environmental and safety issues have not been adequate adressed with in the 
revised DEIR report.  I have too many objections to include in this email so I address 
only two of my several concerns. 
 
(1) The Revised DEIR discusses scenarios where 1 or 2 of the 3 LNG tanks release 
LNG in an accident or terrorist attack.  If the Cabrillo Port loses even 1 tank it 
certainly raises the probabability of losing the second tank in the same incident.  And 
now if 2 tanks are gone, the probability of losing the 3rd tank is much higher and 
certainly is not any more close to impossible. 
 
(2) On the environmental side the emissions from the FRSU are inadequately 
addressed.  The emission figures are based on the FRSU operating on 800 million 
cubic feet per day capacity rather than the maximum capacity of 1,500 million cubic 
feet per day.  Nobody in their right mind would build an industrial facility designed to 
run at about only half of its capacity.  If the permit is granted, then it must include a 
max ceiling of operations at 800 million cubic feet per day. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Heikki Ketola 
30018 Zenith Point Road 
Malibu, CA 90265 
310.457.9705 home 
310.801.4848 cellular 
heka@ketola.com 
 

P083-1
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P083-5

P083-6

2006/P083

P083-1
Section 4.16.1.2 contains information on property values.

P083-2
Section 4.6.4 discusses the results of the modeling that analyzed
Project impacts on onshore ambient air quality.

P083-3
Section 4.15.4 contains information on potential impacts on
recreational activities and mitigation measures to address such
impacts.

P083-4
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P083-5
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline.

NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1)
defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a



short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

P083-6
Section 1.0, "Introduction," has been updated to more clearly
specify the throughput figures used in the environmental analysis.
As stated, "Under normal operating conditions, the annual average
throughput would be 800 million cubic feet per day; however, the
Applicant has calculated that maximum operating scenarios would
allow deliveries of up to 1.2 billion cubic feet per day, or the gas
equivalent 1.5 billion cubic feet per day on an hourly basis for a
maximum of six hours. These operating conditions would only be in
effect if SoCalGas were to offer the Applicant the opportunity to
provide additional gas in cases of supply interruption elsewhere in
the SoCalGas system, or extremely high power demand, for
example, during hot summer days."

2006/P083



From: P Kingsley [pkingsley2000@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2006 2:57 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LOCATION OF LNG PORT IN OXNARD 
 
As voters we are against the location of an LNG port off the coast of Oxnard. We 
have serious concerns about pollution and safety issues. We are also unconvinced 
that there is presently a need for LNG as a source of energy. 
                             Sincerely, 
                             Chris & Patty Kingsley 
 
__________________________________________________ 
Do You Yahoo!? 
Tired of spam?  Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around 
http://mail.yahoo.com 

V007-1
V007-2
V007-3

2006/V007

V007-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

V007-2
Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts to
the marine and terrestrial environments. Section 4.2 and Appendix
C contain information on public safety.

V007-3
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.



2006/P294

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P293

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



P449-1

P449-2
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P449-1
Thank you for the information. The Project has been modified since
issuance of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2
for a summary of Project changes. The following Project changes
would reduce emissions of nitrogen oxide and other air pollutants:
- Reduction in the number of LNG carriers and change in crew
vessel trips;
- Use of natural gas to power LNG carriers in California Coastal
Waters;
- Diesel-fueled support vessels with emission controls; and
- Use of specific engine standards for onshore construction
equipment.
The Applicant has committed to implement the following additional
measure to reduce air emissions:
- Repowering of existing non-Project vessels with cleaner-burning
engines.
These changes required revisions to air pollutant emission
estimates and related air quality analyses.

Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health
effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised impacts and
mitigation measures.

P449-2
AM AIR-4a. contains information on the emissions reduction
program to retrofit two marine vessels; AM AIR-5a describes the
use of natural gas and ultra low sulfur diesel on LNG carriers; and
AM AIR-5b contains information on the use of ultra low sulfur diesel
and pollution control equipment on support vessels.
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P449-2 Continued

P449-3
In March 2006, the USCG and MARAD solicited public input on a
Draft General Conformity Determination, which concluded that NOx
emissions generated from Project construction activities in Los
Angeles County were subject to the General Conformity Rule. All
other Project-related emissions were determined not to be subject
to the General Conformity Rule. Subsequent to the issuance of the
Conformity Determination, BHPB provided a written commitment
that all onshore pipeline construction equipment would, to the
extent possible, utilize engines compliant with USEPA Tier 2, 3, or
4 non-road engine standards with Tier 2 being the minimum
standard for any engine.

Project emissions were then reanalyzed to assess the potential
emission reductions associated with the stated commitment and to
reassess the applicability of the General Conformity Rule. The
revised General Conformity analysis concluded that all applicable
Project emissions would be less than de minimis thresholds in both
Ventura and Los Angeles Counties and, therefore, not subject to
the General Conformity Rule. Based on this conclusion, the USCG
and MARAD will not finalize the Draft General Conformity
Determination.

Section 4.6.1.3 and Section 4.6.2 contain revised Project emission
estimates and a revised discussion of the applicability of the
General Conformity Rule to the Project, respectively. Appendix G4
contains a copy of the revised General Conformity analysis.
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P449-4
Thank you for the information. Exhibits 1 through 5 are included as
2006 Comment Letter Attachment P449-A01.
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V238-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: John Kramer [kramer@pacops.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 8:13 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Public Hearing Wed April 19th 
 
Mr. Dwight E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
 
Dear Mr. Sanders, 
 
I attended the hearing at the Oxnard Performing Arts Center Wednesday, April 19th from 
6:30 to 9:30 PM . I was 116th on the speaking list and after two hours of listening to mostly 
those in opposition, left my written comments in the box provided. I would just like to 
make a few comments on the nature of what I heard at that meeting.  
 
I have lived in Oxnard for 11 years, am a Petroleum Consultant and have worked in the oil 
industry for 53 years. I am in favor of the Cabrillo Port LNG project and have not found the 
Revised DEIR lacking. I was a little surprised at the paranoia exhibited by most of the 
speakers against the project that evening. Many seemed without reason and bordered on 
hysteria. I must admit, however, that a few were well thought out and can be addressed in 
the DEIR in future revisions. 
 
I write now in hopes that in considering the DEIR and the BHP Billiton project, cooler 
heads in the State Lands Commission will prevail and that the merits of the project in 
providing for future natural gas supplies will be given careful consideration. Thank you for 
reading these additional comments. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
John H. Kramer 
kramer@pacops.com 
2361 Diamond Head Way 
Oxnard, CA 93036-7765 
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V035-1
The notices for the public meetings and the information provided at
the public meetings indicated that commenters would speak in the
order that their requests were received, after elected officials and
representatives of government agencies were heard. We regret that
you were unable to stay at the meeting to provide oral testimony;
however, your submitted written comment carries the same weight
as any oral comments provided at public hearings.
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V245-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

V245-2
Section 1.2.3 contains updated information on natural gas needs in
California. Forecast information has been obtained from the
California Energy Commission.

V245-3
As discussed in Section 2.4.2.1, the maximum allowable operating
pressure of the onshore pipeline would be 1,100 psi.

V245-4
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.

V245-5
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P220-1
Figure 2.1-2 shows the locations of selected existing offshore
industrial facilities and activities, including the coastwise traffic
lanes, in relation to the proposed Project. Section 4.7.4 contains
information on impacts on marine biological resources and
mitigation measures to address potential impacts. Section 4.4.4
contains additional information on potential aesthetic impacts and
mitigation measures to address impacts.

P220-2
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain information on natural gas needs
in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has been obtained
from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy Information Agency
and from the California Energy Commission.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to the Project.

P220-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has jurisdiction to
administer air quality regulations for applicable Project activities
that occur outside of the boundaries of California counties, i.e., at
the proposed location of the FSRU. In June 2005, the USEPA
notified the USCG that it had preliminary determined that the
proposed offshore location of the FSRU would be permitted in the
same manner as sources on the Channel Islands that are part of
Ventura County.

P220-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The previously proposed FSRU generator engine cooling
system used seawater as the source of cooling water for the four
generator engines. The Applicant now proposes using a closed
tempered loop cooling system that circulates water from two of the
eight submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine
room and back to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake
volume by about 60 percent. The seawater cooling system would



remain in place to serve as a backup system during maintenance of
the SCVs or when the inert gas generator is operating. Section
2.2.2.4 contains a description of the proposed uptakes and water
uses for the FSRU.

Section 4.7.4 contains information on uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine biota,
including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater and, from thermal
discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton impact analysis
(Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data from
California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations (CalCOFI)
surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently collected over a
period of time and are the best scientific data currently available.

2006/P220
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